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PER CURI AM

Betty J. Murphy appeals fromthe district court’s order
denying her notions for a protective order and to conpel discovery
in her Bivens® action, which is still pending in the district
court. W affirmin part and dismss in part.

The magistrate judge construed Murphy’s notion for a
protective order as a notion for a prelimnary injunction and
recommended denying the notion. The nmagistrate judge advised
Murphy that failure to file tinmely objections to this
recommendati on could waive appellate review of a district court
order based upon the recommendati on. Despite this warning, Mirphy
failed to object to the nmgistrate judge's recomrendation
concerning the notion for a prelimnary injunction.

The tinely filing of specific objections to a nagi strate
judge’ s recommendation i s necessary to preserve appel |l ate revi ew of
t he substance of that recomrendati on when the parties have been
warned that failure to object will waive appellate review See

Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cr. 1985); see also

Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985). Miurphy has wai ved appell ate

review of this portion of the district court’s order by failing to

file objections after receiving proper notice. Accordingly, we

"Bivens V. Six Unknown Naned Agents of Federal Bureau of
Narcotics, 403 U S. 388 (1971).
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affirm the district court’s denial of Mrphy's notion for a
prelimnary injunction.

To the extent that Murphy appeals fromthe denial of her
nmotion to conpel discovery, we dismss the appeal for [|ack of
jurisdiction. This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final
orders, 28 U S.C 8§ 1291 (2000), and certain interlocutory and

collateral orders, 28 U S.C. § 1292 (2000); Fed. R GCv. P. 54(b);

Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The
district court’s denial of the discovery notion is neither a final
order nor an appealable interlocutory or «collateral order.
Accordingly, we dismss this portion of the appeal for |ack of
jurisdiction.

Addi tionally, we deny Murphy’s notions to remand t he case
and for a protective order. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED | N PART;
DI SM SSED | N PART




